Demg, Jias its aistmct ngnts line tnose 01 private persons. They are two adjacent but distinct domains.
For instance, the majority has the right of taking the form of Government that it chooses, and this is because this act is an act of the State as such, i.e. of the mass of the nation considered as a unit. I, as an individual, wiio know of a better form, have nothing to say; I have no right to force the State, to impose upon it a better government, any more than I have a right to coerce my private neighbour in order to teach him how to manage his farm. The State is free. I have withal a right to preserve my property (apart from the question of taxes). The State may not confiscate it, it would be a violation of my liberty. As the inviolability of my property is constituted by its nature and not by delegation from the State, the State cannot take it away from me. I am free. My acts are inviolable in the same right as those of the State.
I will now sum up in two words:  the human act, trie human existence, is inviolable.   Now, the State and th.e individual each are a human existence.    Therefore both the act or existence of the State, and that of the individual are inviolable. Hence it follows that they each have independent rights, the existence of each being a distinct thing. I will not detail to you the advantages of this theory ; it consecrates the freedom of the State and of individuals ; it preserves us from the excesses of Communism towards which you lean, and from the absurdities of individualism, into which you say that M. Jacques has fallen.
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